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1. Petitioners SOUTHWEST REGIONAL COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS and LABORERS 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH AMERICA LOCAL 300 (collectively, “Petitioners”) petition 
this court for a Writ of Mandate (“Petition”), directed to Respondents CITY OF LOS ANGELES, LOS 
ANGELES CITY COUNCIL and LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 
(“Respondents” or the “City”) and Real Party in Interest ICON AT PANORAMA, LLC (“Real Party”). 
Petitioners challenge Respondent’s August 29, 2018 decisions, including its: (1) certification of the 
Final environmental impact report (“EIR”) for the ICON at Panorama mixed-use development project; 

(2) adoption of related findings, statement of overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring plan; 

(3) approval of the ICON at Panorama project including entitlements of the Project under VTT-74315 
and CPC-2016-2118-VZC-MCUP-CU-SPR-CDO-DD; and (4) denying the appeal of Petitioners 
(collectively, the “Project”). 

2. Because the EIR violates several of CEQA’s requirements, the approvals that are reliant 
upon it must be overturned. Therefore, Petitioners respectfully request that the Court direct Respondents 
to set aside the EIR certification and project approvals. 

PARTIES 

3. Petitioner Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters (“SWRCC”) is a labor organization 
representing 50,000 members, thousands of whom are residents of the City and County of Los Angeles. 
The SWRCC’s interests are not adequately represented by other parties. SWRCC’s purposes include 
advocating on behalf of its members to ensure safe workplace environments; working to protect 
recreational opportunities for its members to improve their quality of life when off the job; advocating to 
assure its members access to safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing 
surroundings on and off the job. 

4. Petitioner Laborers International Union of North America Local 300 (“LIUNA”), is a 
labor organization representing thousands of employees who are residents of the City and County of Los 
Angeles. LIUNA’s purposes include advocating on behalf of its members to ensure safe workplace 
environments; working to protect recreational opportunities for its members to improve their quality of 
life when off the job; advocating to assure its members access to safe, healthful, productive, and 
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set forth in this Petition and would cause substantial harm to the natural environment and the quality of 
life in the surrounding community. In addition, unless the relief requested herein is granted, the 
environment will be adversely affected and injured by Respondents’ failure to comply with CEQA when 
certifying the EIR and approving the Project. 

14. Petitioners actively participated in the Project’s administrative approval process in an 
attempt to ensure Respondents complied with CEQA and all other applicable laws. 

EXHAUSTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

15. Petitioners have performed or will perform all conditions precedent to the filing of this 
Petition. Petitioners have actively participated in the administrative and environmental review process 
prior to close of the public hearings on the Project and before the issuance of the notice of 
determination. Petitioners have fully exhausted administrative remedies to the extent required by law. 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21177, subd. (a).) 

16. CEQA allows a petitioner who objected to a project to allege in a writ petition all 
deficiencies asserted by others. (Citizens for Clean Energy v. City of Woodland (2014) 225 Cal.App.4th 
173, 191.) Petitioners, other agencies, interested groups, and individuals made oral and written 
comments on the Project, and raised each of the legal deficiencies asserted in this Petition. 

17. Respondents have taken final agency actions certifying the EIR and adopting the 
Approvals. Respondents had a mandatory duty to comply with all applicable laws, including, but not 
limited to CEQA prior to undertaking the discretionary approvals at issue in this lawsuit. Petitioners 
possess no effective remedy to challenge the Approvals at issue in this action other than by means of this 
lawsuit. 

STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS 

18. On August 29, 2018, the City Council approved the Project subject to approval of the 

Mayor. 

19. On August 30, 2018, Respondents posted a Notice of Determination (“NOD”) for the 
approvals of the Project. 

20. The statute of limitations for a CEQA challenge to Respondent’s decision to certify the 
Project EIR expires 30 days from the filing and posting of the NOD. (Guidelines, §§ 15094, subd. (g), 
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15112, subd. (c)(1).) Since the 30th day after the NOD falls on Saturday, September 29, 2018, the 
limitations period extends to Monday, October 1,2018. Code of Civil Procedure §12. 

21. On May 21,2018, Petitioners sent a letter to the City Clerk, and Secretary of the Planning 
Commission requesting written notice of any NOD pursuant to CEQA, Public Resources Code sections 
21092.2 and 21167(f). These sections require the City to provide written notice of any NOD to any 
person requesting such notice pursuant to these provisions, and tolls any statute of limitations if the City 
fails to substantially comply with the notice request. 

22. Despite the fact that the City posted an NOD for the Project on August 30, 2018, and 
Petitioners requested written notice of the NOD on May 21, 2018, the City did not provide the NOD to 
Petitioners until September 27, 2018, at which time City Planner Milena Zasadzien sent the NOD by 
email in response to multiple requests. Ms. Zasadzien stated in writing that the City had “inadvertently” 
failed to send the NOD at the time of filing. Nevertheless, Ms. Zasadzien refused to extend the statute 
of limitations period, in violation of CEQA. 

23. Thus, Petitioners filed their Petition prior to the expiration of any applicable statute of 
limitations. 

NOTICE OF CEQA SUIT 

24. On September 28, 2018, Petitioners served a notice of their intent to file this lawsuit, in 
accordance with Public Resources Code section 21167.5. (See Exhibit 1 : Notice of Intent to File 
Petition Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.) 

PREPARATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

25. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, section 21167.6, subdivision (b)(2), Petitioners elect 
to prepare the record of proceedings in this action. (See Exhibit 2 : Petitioner’s Notice of Intent to 
Prepare Record.) 

PRIVATE ATTORNEY GENERAL DOCTRINE 

26. Petitioners bring this action as private attorney generals pursuant to Code of Civil 
Procedure section 1021.5, and any other applicable legal theory, to enforce important rights affecting 
the public interest. 

27. Issuance of the relief requested in this Petition will confer a significant benefit on the 
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general public by requiring Respondents to carry out its duties under CEQA and other applicable laws 
before approving the Project. 

28. Issuance of the relief requested in this Petition will also result in the enforcement of 
important rights affecting the public interest by compelling Respondents to engage in a legally adequate 
analysis of the Project, and to ensure that the public has a meaningful opportunity to review and 
comment on the impacts and mitigation measures for the Project. 

29. The necessity and financial burden of enforcement make an award of attorneys’ fees 
appropriate in this case. Without this Petition, Respondents and Real Party will proceed with a plan and 
development that will cause significant, unmitigated environmental impacts that might otherwise have 
been reduced or avoided through legally adequate environmental review and the adoption of feasible 
mitigation measures. 

ARBITRARY AND CAPRICIOUS ACTIONS 

30. Petitioners assert that Respondents acted arbitrarily and capriciously when certifying the 
EIR and approving the Project. 

31. In accordance with Government Code section 800, and other applicable laws, Petitioners 
are entitled to reasonable attorneys’ fees for bringing this Petition to overturn Respondents’ arbitrary or 
capricious actions. 

IRREPARABLE HARM 

32. Petitioners and their members reside and work at and near the Project site and in the City 
and County of Los Angeles. They have been and will continue to be harmed by Respondents’ failure to 
provide environmental documents that accurately and fully inform interested persons of the Project’s 
true impacts, and mitigate those impacts. Such documents would lead to better environmental decision¬ 
making regarding the Project, and would enable all residents, land owners, and business owners in the 
affected region to better understand the true environmental impacts of the Project. 

33. Petitioners have no plain, speedy, or adequate remedy in the course of ordinary law 
unless this Court grants the requested writ of mandate to require Respondents to set aside their approval 
of the Project. In the absence of such remedies, Respondents’ decisions will remain in effect in 
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violation of State law and Petitioners will be irreparably harmed. No monetary damages or legal 
remedy could fully and adequately compensate Petitioner for that harm. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

34. On April 6, 2017, the City released a Draft EIR for public review and comment 
describing a Project including a 540,000 gross square foot mixed-use development on an 8.9 acre site in 
Los Angeles, California, located at 14651-14697 W. Roscoe Blvd., 8313-8413 N. Tobias Ave., in the 
Panorama City community in Los Angeles. 

35. The Project described in the Draft EIR included construction of seven buildings, with 
approximately 200,000 square feet of commercial area, 422 multi-family residential units, and parking 
for approximately 1,690 vehicles. The commercial uses would be located in five separate one and two- 
story buildings on the south and east part of the Project site, and would be served by a six-level parking 
structure in the center of the Project site. The Project would include a 1,200 seat multiplex cinema, 
restaurants, and other commercial uses. The residences would be located in two separate seven-story 
buildings, with five stories of residential over two levels of above-ground parking on the western and 
northern parts of the Project site. The Project would require demolition of three existing but vacant 
commercial buildings and associated parking areas currently at the Project site. 

36. The Draft EIR (“DEIR”) included four alternatives to the Project, all of which were 
smaller than the proposed Project. Alternative 1, the No Project alternative, included no residential or 
commercial development; Alternative 2, the Reduced Project alternative, included 283 residential 
units. Alternative 3, the All Commercial Project included no residential units. Alternative 4, the By- 
Right Project, included 350 residential units. 

37. Petitioners and many others submitted extensive written comments on the DEIR, 
analyzing the Project, and suggesting additional mitigation measures. Petitioners submitted comments 
prepared by expert consulting firm, Soil Water Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”). SWAPE 
concluded that the DEIR failed to identify hazardous soil contamination on the Project site from 
decades of industrial uses, such as an automotive repair facility. SWAPE identified likely 
contamination, including the highly toxic chemical, polychlorinated biphenyls, better known as PCBs. 

In addition, SWAPE concluded that the DEIR failed to properly calculate the Project’s significant 
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emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx). Significantly, SWAPE calculated that the Project would have 
NOx emissions during the construction phase that would exceed South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (“SCAQMD”) CEQA significance thresholds, contrary to the DEIR’s conclusions. SWAPE 
also concluded that the DEIR failed to include an accurate health risk assessment (“HRA”). Using the 
methodology required by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(“OEHHA”) and the SCAQMD, SWAPE calculated that the Project’s construction would create a 
health risk of 308 per million - 30 times above the CEQA significance threshold of 10 per million. The 
DEIR failed entirely to analyze this impact, and failed to adopt feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
the impact. SWAPE also concluded that the Project would have significant greenhouse gas (“GHG”) 
emissions, contrary to the conclusions of the DEIR. Finally, SWAPE concluded that the DEIR failed to 
properly analyze the Project’s cumulative impacts together with other projects in the immediate 
.vicinity. Petitioners also submitted comments from Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith, PE, who 
concluded that the Project would severely impact traffic at the intersection of Roscoe and Woodman, 
slowing traffic to the lowest possible Level of Service F (“LOS F”). Mr. Smith concluded that the 
DEIR failed to propose feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce this impact. 

38. On August 31,2017, the City issued a Revised Draft EIR (“RDEIR”) to correct errors in 
the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR. The Project description in the RDEIR was identical to that in the 
DEIR, including a maximum of 422 residential units, 200,000 square feet of commercial space and a 
1,200 seat multiplex theater. The RDEIR did not add any additional alternatives. 

39. Petitioners again submitted extensive written comments on the RDEIR. Traffic 
Engineer Daniel T. Smith, PE, concluded that the RDEIR significantly underestimated traffic that 
would be generated by the Project, and failed to impose feasible mitigation measures and alternatives. 
Mr. Smith concluded that the RDEIR underestimated traffic from the Project by approximately 2,000 
trips per day. SWAPE concluded that due to the RDEIR’s underestimation of Project traffic, the 
RDEIR also underestimated air pollution impacts of the Project. 

40. The City issued a Final EIR (“FEIR”) for the Project on February 23, 2018. The FEIR 
continued to describe the proposed Project in the same manner (422 residential units, 200,00 square feet 
commercial, and 1,200 seat theater). However, for the, first time the FEIR introduced a new Alternative 
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5 - containing 675 residential units, more than 250 additional residential units than in any alternative 
considered in the DEIR or RDEIR. 

41. Petitioners submitted extensive written comments on the FEIR. But the comments, of 
course, focused on the proposed Project, including 422 residential units. The comments pointed out 
that the FEIR failed to substantively respond to expert comments submitted on the DEIR and RDEIR. 
Traffic Engineer Daniel T. Smith concluded that the Project would generate 5233 vehicle trips per day, 
not 3416 trips per day, as set forth in the FEIR. Mr. Smith also pointed out that the EIR improperly 
deferred development of mitigation of the Project’s traffic impacts, and failed to adopt the 
environmentally superior alternative which would dramatically reduce traffic impacts. Petitioners also 
pointed out that the Project would have significant impacts on public services such as the fire 
department, sewers, and schools, and that the EIR improperly deferred development of mitigation 
measures for these impacts. SWAPE pointed out that the FEIR failed to respond adequately to expert 
comments made on the Project’s significant air quality and greenhouse gas impacts and failed to adopt 
feasible mitigation measures that have been imposed on other similar projects. SWAPE pointed out 
that the FEIR continued to use an outdated methodology for health risk assessment (HRA), and that 
under the proper OEHHA methodology, the Project’s health risks would be significant and require 
mitigation. Since the FEIR failed to adopt feasible mitigation measures and alternatives, and failed to 
show that mitigation measures and alternative proposed were infeasible, it was not possible for the City 
to adopt a statement of overriding considerations. Pub. Res. Code 21081 (agency may only adopt 
statement of overriding considerations if it has imposed all feasible mitigation measures and 
environmentally superior alternatives). 

42. On March 20, 2018, the Los Angeles Advisory Agency adopted a Project that was not 
described in any CEQA document (“Revised Project”). The Revised Project included 623 residential 
units and 60,000 square feet of commercial space. The Revised Project was not even mentioned in the 
DEIR or the RDEIR. It was also not discussed in the FEIR. None of the experts or public commenters 
provided comments on the Revised Project because it had never been discussed in any CEQA 
document. As a result, the City never responded to comments on the Revised Project since none were 
made. 
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43. On March 29, 2018, Petitioners appealed the Advisory Agency’s decision to the Los 
Angeles Planning Commission. Petitioners pointed out that the Revised Project approved by the 
Advisory Agency was not described in the DEIR or RDEIR, and that the EIR’s project description was 
therefore legally inadequate. Petitioners discussed that the Revised Project was approximately 50% 
larger than the Project described and analyzed in the DEIR and RDEIR, and that as a result almost all 
of its impacts would increase by approximately 50%. Petitioners submitted comments from SWAPE 
concluding that the Revised Project would generate air quality emissions above SCAQMD CEQA 
significance thresholds, requiring analysis and mitigation in a revised draft EIR. Traffic Engineer 
Daniel T. Smith concluded that the Revised Project would have significant traffic impacts requiring 
analysis and mitigation in a supplemental draft EIR. The City stated in writing that it would not 
respond to any comments on the Revised Project or Final EIR.. 

44. Petitioners submitted written and oral comments to the Planning Commission explaining 
that by dramatically altering the Project after the close of the comment period for the DEIR and 
RDEIR, the City had rendered the CEQA process meaningless. Extensive public comments were 
submitted and responded to on a Project that was never approved, and instead the City had approved 
the Revised Project that was dramatically different and much larger than any project or alternative 
described in the DEIR or RDEIR. Only in the FEIR was a project loosely resembling the Revised 
Project presented as a project alternative, but the City refused to respond to any comments on the FEIR, 
and failed to impose mitigation measures to reduce the impacts of the Revised Project. Petitioners 
explained that where the agency adds “significant new information” to an EIR prior to final EIR 
certification, the lead agency must issue new notice and must recirculate the revised EIR for additional 
commentary and consultation. CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. By adopting a Revised Project that 
was not discussed in the DEIR or RDEIR, the City failed to comply with CEQA and the EIR failed to 
include an adequate project description. 

45. Since the City adopted a Revised Project that was not described in the DEIR or RDEIR, 
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful 
public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 
214 Cal.App.3d 1043). The City nevertheless refused to prepare a Supplemental EIR to analyze the 
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significant environmental effects of those projects whenever feasible. 

54. The EIR is an informational document that must accurately describe the project being 
considered, accurately disclose any potentially significant environmental impacts of the project, and 
inform decision-makers and the general public of mitigation measures and alternatives to the project 
that would avoid or substantially lessen those impacts. 

55. CEQA is designed to ensure that the public lead agency identifies all potentially 
significant environmental impacts of a proposed project, adequately discloses those impacts to the 
public, and implements all feasible alternatives or mitigation measures necessary to avoid or 
substantially lessen those impacts. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21002, 21100; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15126.6, 15370.) 

56. “An accurate, stable and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative 
and legally adequate EIR.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192 [139 
Cal.Rptr. 396, 401].) “[A] curtailed or distorted project description,” on the other hand, “may stultify 
the objectives of the reporting process. Only through an accurate view of the project may affected 
outsiders and public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its environmental costs, 
consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of terminating the proposal (i.e., the “no project” 
alternative) and weigh other alternatives in the balance.” (Id. See also, CEQA Guidelines § 15124.) The 
proposed project must be described in the draft EIR. If it is only described in the final EIR and not the 
Draft EIR, the public is deprived of any meaningful opportunity to review and comment on the project. 
Significant changes to the project after the close of the comment period on the draft EIR renders the 
draft EIR so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conciusory in nature that meaningful public 
review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1043). 

57. After significant changes to an EIR, the revised environmental document must be 
subjected to the same “critical evaluation that occurs in the draft stage,” so that the public is not denied 
“an opportunity to test, assess, and evaluate the data and make an informed judgment as to the validity 
of the conclusion to be drawn therefrom.” (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Bd. of 
Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 131). 
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58. It is improper for an EIR to defer its analysis or the formulation of mitigation measures 
until after certification of the EIR and approval of the project, and mitigation measures must be 
enforceable and contain specific enforcement standards. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4. 

59. The EIR must also evaluate any impacts of the project that may be “cumulatively 
considerable,” and address the project’s incremental effects when combined with the effects of past, 
current, and probable future projects. (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15064, subd. (h)(1), 15130, subd. (a), 
15355.) 

60. When significant new information is added to a final EIR, CEQA requires that the lead 
agency recirculate the EIR for additional public review and comment. (Pub. Resources Code, § 

21092.1; CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).) 

61. A lead agency cannot certify an EIR and approve a project with significant 
environmental effects unless the agency makes a series of detailed findings. These include findings that 
changes or alterations have been required that mitigate or avoid the project’s significant effects on the 
environment, or that specific considerations render the mitigation measures or alternatives “infeasible” 
but that the benefits of the project nonetheless outweigh the project’s significant environmental effects. 
The lead agency’s findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative record. 

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15091-15093.) 

62. CEQA requires agencies to consider a “reasonable range of alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation.” (14 CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6, subd. (a).) The 
“discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives 
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.” 

(CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6, subd. (b).) It is imperative that each alternative allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” (Id. at § 15126.6, subd. (d).) A 
project cannot be approved if its significant impacts can be feasibly reduced to insignificance through 
project alternatives or mitigation measures. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21002, 21021.) Agencies can 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR if they are infeasible, fail to meet “most” of 
the basic project objectives or do not avoid significant environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, 
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§15126.6, subd. (c).) An agency’s rejection of an alternative as “infeasible” or otherwise “unworthy of 
more in-depth consideration” must be supported by “substantial evidence.” ( Center for Biological 
Diversity v. County of San Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866, 885.) 

63. Noncompliance with the requirements outlined above constitutes a prejudicial abuse of 
discretion under sections 21168 and 21168.5 of the Public Resources Code, regardless of whether a 
different outcome would have resulted if the lead agency had complied with those requirements in the 
first place. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21005.) Abuse of discretion is established if the agency has not 
proceeded in a manner required by law or if the agency’s determination or decision is not supported by 
substantial evidence in the administrative record. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21168, 21168.5.) 

64. Failure to include essential information in the draft EIR constitutes a failure to proceed 
in the manner required by law. ( Banning Ranch Conservancy v. City of Newport Beach (2017) 2 
Cal.5th 918.) 

65. Acting as the CEQA lead agency, Respondent had a mandatory duty to comply with 
CEQA prior to approving the discretionary actions at issue in this lawsuit. 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 
Violation of CEQA 

(Public Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) 

66. Petitioners hereby reallege and incorporate by reference the preceding paragraphs, in 
their entirety, as if fully set forth herein. 

67. By relying on the EIR’s flawed analysis of the Revised Project, and approving the 
Revised Project and certifying the EIR, Respondents prejudicially abused their discretion because their 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence and because they failed to proceed in a manner 
required by law, as follows: 

A. Inadequate Project Description. Neither the Draft EIR, Revised Draft EIR 
describe the Revised Project that was approved by the Respondents. The DEIR and RDEIR described a 
project with a maximum of 422 residential units. Neither document included any alternatives with 
more than 422 residential units. However, Respondents approved a Revised Project with 623 
residential units - almost 50% more than described in the DEIR or RDEIR. The Final EIR continued to 
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describe the Project as having a maximum of 422 residential units, but it added an alternative with 675 
units. Even the Final E1R therefore did not describe the Revised Project. Even if the FEIR had 
described the Revised Project, CEQA requires the project to be described in the draft E1R not the final 
EIR since there is no formal review and comment period for a final EIR. Significant changes to the 
Project after the close of the comment period on the draft EIR rendered the draft EIR so fundamentally 
and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were 
precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043). 

B. Failure to Recirculate the Draft EIR. Increasing the size of the Project from 
422 residential units to 623 residential units increased its impacts on public services, air quality, traffic 
and almost all other resources. Since the changes to the Project resulted in new and increased impacts, 
Respondents were required to recirculate a draft EIR to analyze the Revised Project and to propose 
mitigation measures for its new and increased impacts. (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a), (a)(4).) By 
refusing to recirculate a Supplemental Draft EIR to analyze the Revised Project, Respondents abused 
their discretion and failed to proceed in a manner required by law. 

C. Air Quality. The EIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and mitigate the 
Project’s substantial adverse impact with respect to air quality, and its conclusions are not supported by 
substantial evidence, as follows: 

i. The EIR fails to address the air quality impacts of the Revised Project. 

The only evidence in the record demonstrates that the Revised Project will have significant air quality 
impacts exceeding the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds for construction and operational 
phases. Respondents failed to proceed in a manner required by law by failing to analyze these impacts 
and by failing to propose or analyze feasible mitigation measures to reduce the impact. 

ii. Although the EIR correctly notes that the Project’s operational air quality 
emissions will exceed applicable thresholds, it incorrectly concludes the impact will be significant and 
unavoidable. Experts proposed feasible mitigation measures that were not adopted despite the fact there 
is no substantial evidence demonstrating that the measures are infeasible. To the extent the EIR contains 
mitigation measures, development of specific mitigation measures is impermissibly deferred. 
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iii. The EIR fails to adequately analyze the impact of toxic air contaminants 
(“TACs”). The EIR failed to include a health risk assessment (“HRA”) using the proper methodology 
required by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (“OEHHA”). The 
OEHHA HRA shows that the Revised Project will create a cancer risk far above the applicable CEQA 
significance threshold. Respondents abused their discretion by failing to employ the proper HRA 
methodology, by failing to disclose the Revised Project’s significant cancer risks, and by failing to adopt 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those impacts. To the extent the EIR contains mitigation 
measures, development of specific mitigation measures is impermissibly deferred 

D. Greenhouse Gases. The EIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and mitigate 
the Revised Project’s substantial adverse impact with respect to greenhouse gases (“GHGs”). The EIR 
concludes that the Project’s GHG impacts are less than significant, but the conclusions are not supported 
by substantial evidence, as follows: 

i. The EIR did not analyze the GHG impacts of the Revised Project at all, 
only the original Project, which included 422 residential units. 

ii. Expert evidence demonstrates that the Revised Project will have 
significant GHG impacts, exceeding applicable CEQA significance thresholds. 

iii. Respondents abused their discretion and failed to proceed in a manner 
required by law by failing to disclose the Revised Project’s significant GHG impacts and by failing to' 
propose feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce those impacts. To the extent the EIR 
contains mitigation measures, development of specific mitigation measures is impermissibly deferred. 

E. Traffic. The EIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and mitigate the Revised 
Project’s substantial adverse impact with respect to traffic, and its conclusions are not supported by 
substantial evidence, as follows: 

i. The EIR’s traffic methodology violates CEQA because it fails to use the 
proper baseline. Also, the EIR underestimated Project traffic by almost 2,000 vehicle trips per day. 

ii. The EIR impermissibly defers development of mitigation by failing to 
propose specific feasible mitigation measures and environmentally superior alternatives. 
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F. Hazardous Materials. The EIR fails to adequately respond to expert comments 
pointing out significant soil contamination issues at the Project site. The EIR fails to analyze the soil 
contamination and fails to propose adequate mitigation measures to address this impact. To the extent 
the EIR contains mitigation measures, development of specific mitigation measures is impermissibly 
deferred. 

G. Public Services. The EIR fails to adequately analyze or respond to comments 
made by the public concerning impacts of the Project on public services such as sewer, schools, and fire 
protection. The Revised Project will have even greater impacts on these resources than the originally 
Proposed Project, yet the Revised Project’s impacts on public services have not been analyzed in any 
CEQA document. To the extent the EIR contains mitigation measures, development of specific 
mitigation measures is impermissibly deferred. 

H. Cumulative Impacts. The EIR fails to adequately disclose, evaluate, and mitigate 
the Revised Project’s substantial adverse cumulative impacts, and its conclusions are not supported by 
substantial evidence. The EIR did not conduct an appropriate cumulative analysis, but instead merely 
assumed that the Project’s cumulative impacts would be less than significant if its individual impacts 
were less than significant. By conducting the flawed analysis Respondents failed to proceed in a manner 
required by law. CEQA does not allow an agency to avoid looking at an incremental contribution to a 
cumulative condition simply because a program- or project-level impact is less than significant. CEQA 
requires consideration of the severity of existing environmental impacts because “the greater the existing 
environmental problems are, the lower the threshold should be for treating a project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts as significant.” (Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources 
Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120.) Furthermore, there has been no cumulative impact analysis of 
the Revised Project. 

I. Alternatives. The EIR fails to adequately analyze a reasonable range of 
alternatives on the program^ and project-level, and does not support its failure to consider additional 
feasible alternatives with substantial evidence as follows: 

i. Neither the draft EIR, nor the revised draft EIR analyzed anything even 
vaguely resembling the Revised Project that was actually approved by Respondents. An EIR cannot 
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have a reasonable range of alternatives if none of the alternatives describe the project that was actually 
approved by the lead agency. 

ii. The Final EIR also failed to analyze the Revised Project. While the Final 
EIR analyzed an alternative including 675 residential units (rather than the 623 units approved by 
Respondents), that analysis occurred only in the Final EIR, at which time the public comment period had 
closed, and without any requirement of a response to comments. 

iii. When the draft EIR fails to describe the alternative ultimately approved by 
the lead agency, the alternatives analysis cannot be deemed adequate. Respondents failed to proceed in 
a manner required by law because none of the alternatives in the DEIR or RDEIR describe the Revised 
Project ultimately approved by Respondents. 

iv. Respondents also abused their discretion by failing to adopt the 
environmentally superior alternative, the Reduced Size Alternative, despite the fact that the Reduced 
Size Alternative would have reduced almost all Project impacts, and despite the fact that there is no 
substantial evidence demonstrating that the alternative is infeasible. 

J. Failure to Provide Written Notice of the Notice of Determination. 

Respondents failed to proceed in a manner required by law by failing to provide Petitioners with timely 
notice of the posting of a Notice of Determination, in violation of Public Resources Code section 
21092.2 and 21167(f), despite the fact that Petitioners had submitted at least two written requests for 
such notice. Respondents further failed to proceed in a manner required by law by refusing to extend 
the statute of limitations for filing this action despite Respondents failure to comply with CEQA sections 
21092.2 and 21167(f). 

K. Findings. Respondent failed to adopt legally adequate findings, supported by substantial 
evidence, before approving the Project. Respondent lacked substantial evidence to demonstrate the 
specific mitigation measures and alternatives proposed by expert commenters were infeasible. As a 
result of the inadequacies in the environmental analysis identified above, the findings adopted by 
Respondent are not supported by substantial evidence as required by CEQA. (Pub. Resources Code, §§ 
21002, 21002.1, 21081; CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15091, 15092, 15093). Respondents failed to proceed in 
a manner required by law because they were prohibited from adopting a statement of overriding 
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considerations since they failed to adopt all feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce 
impacts of the Revised Project. (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, 15091; Pub. Res. Code § 21002). 

68. As a result of the foregoing defects, Respondents prejudicially abused their discretion by 
approving the Revised Project in a manner that does not comply with the requirements of CEQA and 
Petitioners are entitled to issuance of a writ of mandate setting aside all approvals that were issued in 
reliance on the certified EIR. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests the following relief and entry of judgment as 
follows: 

1. For a peremptory writ of mandate directing Respondents to: 

(a) vacate and set aside its certification of the Final EIR, CEQA findings, statement 
of overriding considerations, and approval of the Project or Revised Project on the grounds that 
adequate CEQA compliance did not precede those actions; 

(b) comply with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines in any subsequent action 
taken to consider approval of the Project; 

(c) provide timely written notice of any notices of determination to Respondents and 
any members of the public who have properly requested such notices in writing; 

(d) extend any applicable statutes of limitation if the Respondents fails to provide 
written notice of any notices of determination to any members of the public who have properly 
requested such notices in writing. 

2. For a temporary stay to prevent Respondents and Real Party from taking further actions 
to implement or proceed with the Project or Revised Project during the pendency of this litigation and 
subsequent to the Court’s issuance of a peremptory writ; 

3. For an order awarding Petitioners’ attorneys’ fees under Code of Civil Procedure section 
1021.5, Government Code section 800, and other applicable authority; 

4. For costs of suit; and 

5. For such other and further relief as the court deems just and proper. 
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T 510.836.4200 j 41012th Street. Suite 250 www.l 02 eaudrury.com 

F 510.836.4205 I Oakland, Ca 94607 rebacca@lozeaudrury.com 


September 28, 2018 

Holly L. Wolcott 
City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
CityClerk@lacity.org 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Notice of Intent to File Suit Under The California Environmental Quality Act 

Regarding the ICON at Panorama Project, 14665 Roscoe Blvd., Los Angeles, 

CA (Case No.- ENV-2016-1061-EIR, SCH No. 2016081031) 

Dear Addressees: 

Please take notice, pursuant to Public Resources Code (“PRC”) § 21167.5, that 
Petitioners Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters and Laborers International Union of North 
America Local 300 (“Petitioners”) intend to file a Verified Petition for Peremptory Writ of 
Mandate (“Petition”) under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”), PRC § 21000 et seq., against Respondents City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles City 
Council, Los Angeles Department of City Planning, and Mayor Eric Garcetti regarding 
challenging the August 29, 2018 decision of the City Council and the September 7, 2018 
decision of Mayor Garcetti including their: (1) certification of the Final E1R for the ICON at 
Panorama mixed-use development project (2) adoption of related findings, statement of 
overriding considerations, and mitigation monitoring plan; (3) approval of the ICON at 
Panorama project including entitlements of the Project under VTT-74315 and CPC-2016-2118- 
VZC-MCUP-CU-SPR-CDO-DD; and (4) denying the appeal of Petitioners (collectively, the 
“Project”). 


Herb J. Wesson, Jr. 

President, Los Angeles City Council 
200 North Spring Street, Room 430 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mayor Eric Garcetti 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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By U.S. Mail 




Re: Notice of Intent to File Suit 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act 

September 28, 2018 

Page 2 of 3 

Among other issues, Petitioners will allege that Respondents failed to proceed in the 
manner required by law and without substantial evidence by certifying an EIR that fails to 
properly disclose, analyze, and mitigate the Project’s potential significant individual and 
cumulative impacts. The petition being filed will seek the following relief: 


1 . 

2 . 


3. 

4. 

5. 


For a stay pending trial of Respondents’ decisions approving the Project. 

For a peremptory writ of mandate ordering: 

a. Respondents to vacate and set aside their certification of the EIR for the 
Project, adoption of the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and 
decisions approving the Project; 

b. Respondents and Real Party in Interest to suspend all activity under the 
certification of the EIR and approval of the Project that could result in any 
change or alternation to the physical environment until Respondent has 
taken all actions necessary to bring the certification and Project approvals 
into compliance with CEQA; and 

c. Respondents to prepare, circulate, and consider an EIR in compliance with 
CEQA prior to any subsequent action to approve the Project. 

For the costs of suit. 

For an award of attorney fees pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and 

any other applicable provisions of law or equity. 

For any other equitable or legal relief that the Court considers just and proper. 


Petitioners urge Respondents to rescind the Notice of Determination and the approvals 
for the Project, to conduct the appropriate environmental review, and to prepare the appropriate 
CEQA document for the Project as required by law. 


Sincerely, 



— 


Rebecca L. Davis 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
Attorneys for Petitioners 




Re: Notice of Intent to File Suit 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act 

September 28,2018 

Page3 of 3 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, Toyer Grear, declare as follows; 

I am a resident of the State of California, and employed in Oakland, California. I am over 
the age of 18 years and am not a party to the above-entitled action. My business address is 410 
12 lh Street, Suite 250, Oakland, California, 94607, 

On September 28,2018,1 served a copy of the foregoing document entitled: 

Notice of Intent to File Suit Under The California Environmental Quality Act 
Regarding the ICON at Panorama Project, 14665 Roscoe Blvd., Los Angeles, 

CA (Case No. ENV-2016-1061-EIR, SCH No. 2016081031) 

on the following parties: 

Holly L. Wolcott 
City Clerk 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
City Hall - Room 360 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
CityClerk@lacity.org 

Los Angeles Department of City Planning Mayor Eric Garcetti 

200 North Spring St. 200 North Spring Street 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 Los Angeles, CA 90012 


Herb J. Wesson, Jr. 

President, Los Angeles City Council 
200 North Spring Street, Room 430 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 


BY MAIL. By placing the document listed above in aj 
sealed envelope with postage thereon fully prepaid for First] 
Class mail, in the United States mail at Oakland, California 

addressed as set forth above. _ 

~ BY EMAIL. By sending the documents as an! 
electronic mail attachment in PDF format to the e-mail 

address above. _ 

BY FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION. By sending the 
documents via facsimile transmission to the fax telephone 
number identified above. 


I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was executed September 28, 2018 at 
Oakland, California. K w| 


Toyer (Srear 
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RICHARD DRURY (SBN 163559) 
REBEC A L. DAVIS (SBN 271662) 
LOZEAU|DRURY LLP 
410 12th Street, Suite 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Telephone: (510) 836-4200 
E-mail: richard@lozeaudrury.com 
rebecca@lozeaudrury.com 
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Attorneys for Petitioner 

SOUTHWEST REGIONAL COUNCIL OF CARPENTERS 
AND LABORERS INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH 
AMERICA LOCAL 300 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


SOUTHWEST REGIONAL COUNCIL OF 
CARPENTERS; and LABORERS 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH 
AMERICA LOCAL 300; 

Petitioners, 


v. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES; LOS ANGELES 
CITY COUNCIL; and LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING, 

Respondents, 


THE ICON AT PANORAMA, LLC, 
Real Party in Interest. 


Case No. 


PETITIONER’S NOTICE OF INTENT TO 
PREPARE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

[California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”), Pub. Res. Code §21000, et seq.; 
C.C.P. §§1094.5, 1085] 
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Pursuant to Public Resources Code §21167.6(b)(2), Petitioners Southwest Regional 
Council of Carpenters and Laborers International Union of North America Local 300 
(“Petitioner”) hereby notify all parties that Petitioners elect to prepare the administrative record 
relating to the above-captioned action challenging the August 29, 2018 decision of Respondent 
Los Angeles City Council to approve the mixed-use development Project known as ICON at 
Panorama (“Project”), including certifying the EIR (SCH No. 2016081031) and adopting a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. Respondents and Real Party in Interest are directed not 
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— Richard Drury (SBN 163559)/ Rebecca L. Davis (SBN 271662) 

Lozeau Drury LLP 
410 12th Street, Ste. 250 
Oakland, CA 94607 

telephone no.: 510-836*4200 fax no.: 510-836*4205 

attorney for (Name): Petitioners Southwest Regional Council of Carpent., et al. 
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1. Check one box below for the case type that best describes this case: f~ ~ l / 
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I I Counter I 1 Joinder 


Auto Tort 

ZD Aulo (22) 

I Uninsured motorist (46) 

Other PI/PDfWD (Personal Injury/Property 
Damage/Wrongful Death) Tort 

□ Asbestos (04) 

1 I Product liability (24) 

□ Medical malpractice (45) 
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[ I Wrongful eviction (33) 

I I Other real property (26) 

Unlawful Detainer 

□ Commercial (31) 
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□ Drags (38) 

Judicial Review 

□ Asset forfeiture (05) 

□ Petition re: arbitration award (11) 

I / I Writ of mandate (02) 
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I I Insurance coverage claims arising from the 
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I I Enforcement of judgment (20) 
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□ Other complaint (not specified above) (42) 
Misc ellaneous Civil Petition 

i I Partnership and corporate governance (21) 
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I I Other employment (15) _ I 1 Other judicial review (39) _____J 
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factors requiring exceptional judicial management _ 

a. I I Large number of separately represented parties d. 1 I Large number of witnesses 

b. I I Extensive motion practice raising difficult or novel e. 1 1 Coordination with related actions pending in one or more courts 

issues that will be time-consuming to resolve in other counties, states, or countries, or in a federal court 

c. □ Substantial amount of documentary evidence f. (ZD Substantial postjudgment judicial supervision 

3. Remedies sought (check all that apply): a.CD monetary b. [~7] nonmonetary; declaratory or injunctive relief c. [dpunitive 

4. Number of cause s of a ction (specify): 1 
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in sanctions. 
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• If this case is complex under rule 3.400 et seq. of the California Rules of Court, you must serve a copy of this cover sheet on all 
other parties to the action or proceeding. 

• Unless this is a collections case under rule 3.740 or a complex case, this cover sheet will be used for statistical purposes onl ^^ 

C!VIL CASE COVER SHEET 03 

untoto.ca.gov 






CM-010 


INSTRUCTIONS ON HOW TO COMPLETE THE COVER SHEET 


To Plaintiffs and Others Filing First Papers. If you are filing a first paper (for example, a complaint) in a civil case, you must 
complete and file, along with your first paper, the Civil Case Cover Sheet contained on page 1. This information will be used to compile 
statistics about the types and numbers of cases filed. You must complete items 1 through 6 on the sheet. In item 1, you must check 
one box for the case type that best describes the case. If the case fits both a general and a more specific type of case listed in item 1, 
check the more specific one. If the case has multiple causes of action, check the box that best indicates the primary cause of action. 
To assist you in completing the sheet, examples of the cases that belong under each case type in item 1 are provided below. A cover 
sheet must be filed only with your initial paper. Failure to file a cover sheet with the first paper filed in a civil case may subject a party, 
its counsel, or both to sanctions under rules 2.30 and 3.220 of the California Rules of Court. 

To Parties In Rule 3.740 Collections Cases. A “collections case" under rule 3.740 is defined as an action for recovery of money 
owed in a sum stated to be certain that is not more than $25,000, exclusive of interest and attorney's fees, arising from a transaction in 
which property, services, or money was acquired on credit A collections case does not include an action seeking the following: (1) tort 
damages, (2) punitive damages, (3) recovery of real property, (4) recovery of personal property, or (5) a prejudgment writ of 
attachment The identification of a case as a rule 3.740 collections case on this form means that it will be exempt from the general 
time-for-service requirements and case management rules, unless a defendant files a responsive pleading. A rule 3.740 collections 
case will be subject to the requirements for service and obtaining a judgment in rule 3.740. 


To Parties In Complex Cases. In complex cases only, parties must also use the Civil Case Cover Sheet to designate whether the 
case is complex. If a plaintiff believes the case is complex under rule 3.400 of the California Rules of Court, this must be indicated by 
completing the appropriate boxes in items 1 and 2. If a plaintiff designates a case as complex, the cover sheet must be served with the 
complaint on all parties to the action. A defendant may file and serve no later than the time of its first appearance a joinder in the 
plaintiffs designation, a counter-designation that the case is not complex, or, if the plaintiff has made no designation, a designation that 
the case is complex. CASE TYPES AND EXAMPLES 


Auto Tort 

Auto (22)-Personal Injury/Property 
Damage/Wrongful Death 
Uninsured Motorist (46) (if the 
case involves an uninsured 
motorist claim subject to 
arbitration, check this item 
instead of Auto) 

Other PI/PD/WD (Personal Injury/ 
Property Damage/Wrongful Death) 
Tort 

Asbestos (04) 

Asbestos Property Damage 
Asbestos Personal Injury/ 
Wronglul Death 

Product Liability (not asbestos or 
toxic/environmental) (24) 
Medical Malpractice (45) 

Medical Malpractice- 

Physicians & Surgeons 
Other Professional Health Care 
Malpractice 
Other PI/PD/WD (23) 

Premises Liability (e.g., slip 
and fall) 

Intentional Bodily Injury/PD/WD 
(e.g., assault, vandalism) 
Intentional Infliction of 
Emotional Distress 
Negligent Infliction of 
Emotional Distress 
Other PI/PD/WD 
Non-PI/PD/WD (Other) Tort 

Business Tort/Unfair Business 
Practice (07) 

Civil Rights (e.g., discrimination, 
false arrest) (not civil 
harassment) (08) 

Defamation (e.g., slander, libel) 

(13) 

Fraud (16) 

Intellectual Property (19) 
Professional Negligence (25) 

Legal Malpractice 
Other Professional Malpractice 
(riot medical or legal) 

Other Non-PI/PD/WD Tort (35) 
Employment 

Wrongful Termination (36) 

Other Employment (15) 


Contract 

Breach of Contract/Warranty (06) 

Breach of Rental/Lease 

Contract (not unlawful detainer 
or wrongful eviction) 
Contrad/Warranty Breach-Seller 
Plaintiff (not fraud or negligence) 
Negligent Breach of Contract/ 
Warranty 

Other Breach of Contract/Warranty 
Collections (e.g., money owed, open 
book accounts) (09) 

Collection Case-Seller Plaintiff 
Other Promissory Note/Collections 
Case 

Insurance Coverage (not provisionally 
complex) (18) 

Auto Subrogation 
Other Coverage 
Other Contract (37) 

Contractual Fraud 
Other Contract Dispute 
Real Property 

Eminent Domain/Inverse 
Condemnation (14) 

Wrongful Eviction (33) 

Other Real Property (e.g., quiet title) (26) 
Writ of Possession of Real Property 
Mortgage Foreclosure 
Ouiet Title 

Other Real Property (not eminent 
domain, landlordAenant, or 
foreclosure) 

Unlawful Detainer 
Commercial (31) 

Residential (32) 

Drugs (38) (if the case involves illegal 
drugs, check this item; otherwise, 
report as Commercial or Residential) 
Judicial Review 

Asset Forfeiture (05) 

Petition Re: Arbitration Award (11) 

Writ of Mandate (02) 

Writ-Administrative Mandamus 
Writ-Mandamus on Limited Court 
Case Matter 

Writ-Other Limited Court Case 
Review 

Other Judicial Review (39) 

Review of Health Officer Order 
Notice of Appeal-Labor 
_Commissioner Appeals_ 


Provisionally Complex Civil Litigation (Cal. 
Rules of Court Rules 3.400-3.403) 
Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03) 
Construction Defect (10) 

Claims Involving Mass Tort (40) 
Securities Litigation (28) 
Environmental/Toxic Tort (30) 

Insurance Coverage Claims 

(arising from provisionally complex 
case type listed above) (41) 
Enforcement of Judgment 
Enforcement of Judgment (20) 

Abstract of Judgment (Out of 
County) 

Confession of Judgment (non¬ 
domestic relations) 

Sister State Judgment 
Administrative Agency Award 
(not unpaid taxes) 
Petition/Certilicatlon of Entry of 
Judgment on Unpaid Taxes 
Other Enforcement of Judgment 
Case 

Miscellaneous Civil Complaint 
RICO (27) 

Other Complaint (not specified 
above) (42) 

Declaratory Relief Only 
Injunctive Relief Only (non- 
harassment) 

Mechanics Lien 
Other Commercial Complaint 
Case (non-tort/non-complex) 
Other Civil Complaint 
(non-tort/hon-complex) 
Miscellaneous Civil Petition 
Partnership and Corporate 
Governance (21) 

Other Petition (not specified 
above) (43) 

Civil Harassment 
Workplace Violence 
Elder/Dependent Adult 
Abuse 

Election Contest 
Petition for Name Change 
Petition for Relief From Late 
Claim 

Other Civil Petition 
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SHORT TITLE. 


Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, et al. v. Los Angeles 


CASE NUMBER 


CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM AND 
STATEMENT OF LOCATION 

(CERTIFICATE OF GROUNDS FOR ASSIGNMENT TO COURTHOUSE LOCATION) 


This form is required pursuant to Local Rule 2.3 in all new civil case filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court 


Step 1 : After completing the Civil Case Cover Sheet (Judicial Council form CM-010), find the exact case type jn 
. Column A that corresponds to the case type indicated in the Civil Case Cover Sheet. 


Step 2: In Column B, check the box for the type of action that best describes the nature of the case. 



Step 3: In Column C, circle the number which explains the reason for the court filing location you have 
chosen. 


Applicable Reasons for Choosing Court Filing Location (Column C) 


1. Class actions must be filed in the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, Central District. 

2. Permissive filing In central district. 

3. Location where cause of action arose. 

4. Mandatory personal injury filing in North District 

5. Location where performance required or defendant resides. 

6. Location of property or permanently garaged vehicle. 


7. Location where petitioner resides. 

8. Location wherein defendant/respondent functions wholly. 

9. Location where one or more of the parties reside. 

10. Location of Labor Commissioner Office. 

11. Mandatory filing location (Hub Cases - unlawful detainer, limited 
non-collection, limited collection, or personal injury). 


3 H 
=j o 
< *- 


<D O 


tx. <n 
^ a 
£.Q 


O > 

2 5 

d> Q) 
CL 

E 


v ‘CivilCase Cover SheetS, i 
Category No. J 

: .-•* ' B sir V ' 1 

±'£ . Typeof Actipni; „ ' . = ' * ' 

'* '.(Ctieckoplyiphej.,v ’ • s 

i 

° Applicable;:Reasohs-! 
See Step a.Above 

Auto (22) 

□ A7100 Motor Vehicle - Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrcngful Death 

1,4.11 

Uninsured Motorist (46) 

□ A7110 Personal Injury/Property DamageiWrongful Death - Uninsured Motorist 

1.4,11 

Asbestos (04) 

□ A6070 Asbestos Property Damage 

O A7221 Asbestos- Personal Injury/Wrongful Death 

1,11 

1, 11 

Product Liability (24) 

□ A7260 Product Liability (not asbestos or toxic/environmental) 

1,4,11 

Medical Malpractice (45) 

□ A7210 Medical Malpractice - Physicians & Surgeons 

O A7240 Other Professional Health Care Malpractice 

1.4.11 

1.4.11 

Other Personal 

Injury Property . 
Damage Wrongful 

Death (23) 

O A7250 Premises Liability (e.g., slip and fall) 

□ A7230 Intentional Bodily Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death (e.g., 

assault, vandalism, etc.) 

□ A7270 Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 

□ A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property DamageMfrongfut Death 

1.4.11 

1.4.11 

1.4.11 

1.4.11 


|^r? 

«?5 
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Unlawful Detainer Real Property Contract Employment Non-Personal Injury/ Property 

Damage/ Wrongful Death Tort 


SHORT TITLE: CASE NUMBER 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, et at. v. Los Angeles 


Business Tort (07) 

□ A6029 Other Commercial/Business Tort (not fraud/breach of contract) 

Civil Rights (08) 

□ A6005 Civil Rights/Discrimination 

Defamation (13) 

□ A6010 Defamation (slander/libel) 

Fraud (16) 

□ A6013 Fraud (no contract) 

Professional Negligence (25) 

□ A6017 Legal Malpractice 

O A6050 Olher Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal) 

Other (35) 

□ A6025 Other Non-Personal Injury/Property Damage tort 

Wrongful Termination (36) 

□ A6037 Wrongful Termination 

Other Employment (15) 

O A6024 Other Employment Complaint Case 

□ A61Q9 Labor Commissioner Appeals 

Breach of Contract/ Warranty 
(06) 

(not insurance) 

D A6004 Breach of Rental/Lease Contract (not unlawful detainer or wrongful 
eviction) 

□ A6008 Contract/Warranty Breach-Seller Plaintiff (no ffaud/negligence) 

□ A6019 Negligent Breach of Contract/Warranty (no fraud) 

□ A6028 Other Breach of ContractA/Varranty (not fraud or negligence) 

Collections (09) 

□ A6002 Collections Case-Seller Plaintiff 

□ A6012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case 

O A6034’Collections Case-Purchased Debt (Charged Off Consumer Debt 
Purchased on or after January 1.2014) 

Insurance Coverage (18) 

□ A6015 Insurance Coverage (not complex) 

Other Contract (37) 

□ A6009 Contractual Fraud 

□ A6031 Tortious Interference 

□ A6027 Other Contract Disputefaotbreach/insurance/fraud/negiigence) 


1.2, 5, 8 


1.2, 3.5 

1.2, 3,5 
1 , 2 , 3 . 8.9 


Eminent Domain/Inverse 
Condemnation (14) 

□ A7300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Number of Darnels 

2,6 

Wrongful Eviction (33) 

□ A6023 Wrongful Eviction Case 

2.6 


'□ A6018 Mortgage Foreclosure 

2,6 

Other Real Property (26) 

O A6032 Quiet Title 

2.6 


□ A6060 Other Real Property (not eminent domain, iandlond/tenant, foreclosure) 

2.6 


□ A6021 Unlawful Detainer-Commercial (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 

6.11 

□ A6020 Unlawful Detainer-Residential (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 

6,11 

□ A6020F Unlawful Detainer-Post-Foreclosure. 

2,6,11 

D A6022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 

2,6,11 


Unlawful Detainer-Commercial 
(31) 


Unlawful Detainer-Drugs (38) 
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Provisionally Complex Litigation Judicial Review 


SHORT TITLE: . _ CASE NUMBER 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, et al. v. Los Angeles 


Civil Case Cover Sheet 
CategoiyNo. 

Asset Forfeiture (05) 


B 

Type of Action 
(Check only one) 


O A6108 Asset Forfeiture Case 


C Applicable 
Reasons - See Step 3 
Above 


Petition re Arbitration (11) □ A6115 Petition to Compel/Confirm/Vacate Arbitration 


Writ of Mandate (02) 


0 A6151 Writ - Administrative Mandamus 

□ A6152 Writ - Mandamus on Limited Court Case Matter 

□ A6153 Writ - Other Limited Court Case Review 


Other Judicial Review (39) □ A6150 Other Writ/Judicial Review 


Antitrust/Trade Regulation (03) □ A8003 Antitrust/Trade Regulation 
Construction Defect (10) □ A6007 Construction Defect 


Claims Involving Mass Tort 
(40) 


□ A6006 Claims Involving Mass Tort 


Securities Litigation (28) □ A6035 Securities Litigation Case 


Toxic Tort 
Environmental (30) 

Insurance Coverage Claims 
from Complex Case (41) 


Enforcement 
of Judgment (20) 


RICO (27) 


□ A6036 Toxic Tort/Environmental 

□ A6014 Insurance Coverage/Subrogation (complex case only) 

□ A8141 Sister State Judgment 

□ A6160 Abstract of Judgment 

□ A6107 Confession of Judgment (non-domestic relations) 

□ A6140 Administrative Agency Award (not unpaid taxes) 

□ A6114 Petition/Certificate for Entry of Judgment on Unpaid Tax 

□ A6112 Other Enforcement of Judgment Case 

□ A6033 Racketeering (RICO) Case 


1.2, 3.8 


1.2, 5,8 


Other Complaints 
(Not Specified Above) (42) 


Partnership Corporation 
Governance (21) 


Other Petitions (Not 
Specified Above) (43) 


□ A6030 Declaratory Relief Only 

O A6040 Injunctive Relief Only (not domestic/harassment) 

□ A6011 Other Commercial Complaint Case (non-torl/non-complex) 

□ A6000 Other Civil Complaint (non-tort/non-complex) 

O A6113 Partnership and Corporate Governance Case 


O A6121 Civil Harassment 
D A6123 Workplace Harassment 
O A6124 Eider/Dependent Adult Abuse Case 
D A6190 Election Contest 

O A6110 Petition for Changeof Name/Change of Gender 
D A6170 Petition for Relief from Late Claim Law 


O A6100 Other Civil Petition 
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SHORT TITLE: 


Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, et al. v. Los Angeles 


CASE NUMBER 


Step 4: Statement of Reason and Address: Check the appropriate boxes for the numbers shown under Column C for the 
type of action that you have selected. Enter the address which is the basis for the filing location, including zip code. 
(No address required for class action cases). 





ADDRESS: 

REASON: 



Stanley Mosk 

D1.D2.03.D4.D5.D6.D7. 0 8. □ 9.010.011. 

111 North Hill Street 

OVf: 

STATE 

ZIP CODE; 


Los Angeles 

CA 

90012 



Step 5: Certification of Assignment: I certify that this case is properly filed in the Central Judicial _District of 

the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles [Code Civ. Proc., §392 et seq., and Local Rule 2.3(a)(1)(E)]. 


Dated October 1, 2018 



PLEASE HAVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS COMPLETED AND READY TO BE FILED IN ORDER TO PROPERLY 
COMMENCE YOUR NEW COURT CASE: 

1. Original Complaint or Petition. 

2 . If filing a Complaint, a completed Summons form for issuance by the Clerk. 

3. Civil Case Cover Sheet, Judicial Council form CM-010. 

4. Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum and Statement of Location form, LACIV109, LASC Approved 03-04 (Rev. 
02/16). 

5. Payment in full of the filing fee, unless there is court order for waiver, partial or scheduled payments. 

6: A signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, Judicial Council form CIV-010, if the plaintiff or petitioner is a 
minor under 18 years of age will be required by Court in order to issue a summons. 

7, Additional copies of documents to be conformed by the Clerk. Copies of the cover sheet and this addendum 
must be served along with the summons and complaint, or other initiating pleading in the case. 




cc 




h -- 1 
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